The analysis of institutional characteristics within the educational context is necessary due to the relevance that education, as a fundamental area of knowledge for the development of a country, exerts on society. In this sense, the present study seeks to understand how the institutional theory, in the perspective of Acemoglu and Robinson (2012), can be applied in the context of educational institutions. With regard to the methodological aspects, the study presents a literature review on the divergent perspectives of the institutional theory, followed by a discussion on the design by the theorists Acemoglu, Robinson and collaborators about this theory. The text provides an understanding on the connection of institutional factors and the educational outcome. An implication of this study is the opening of a new vision for analysis and reflection on institutional relationships that influence in the performance of educational institutions.
INTRODUCTION
One of the greatest challenges of the research on institutional influences on educational organizations is certainly the multidisciplinary approach that the issue raises to reach all its complexity. However, as indicate Fadul and Silva (2009) , the inter, multi, and transdisciplinary approaches emerge as desirable practices in areas of knowledge that are dedicated to the study of complex phenomena of contemporary reality. In this context, the analysis through joint efforts from several disciplines is more relevant and reduces the risks of incurring simplistic analyses and representations of the real world (Ackoff, 1975) .
Several studies point to the existence of a significant relationship between institutions and educational outcome (Hanushek and Woessmann, 2010; Bhaumik and Dimova, 2014; Woessmann, 2001) . In this context, scholars have pointed to a connection between the political and economic incentives promoted by institutions, such as free market, ease of starting a business and existence of international partnerships, and the educational efficiency (Acemoglu, Robinson and Johnson, 2008; Hanushek and Woessmann, 2010; Wolf, 2004; Easterly, 2003) .
In this line of thinking, Levin and Naylor (2007) ensure that an increase in the amount of financial resources is not sufficient to explain educational success, since the way to reduce the discrepancies of the educational outcomes among the countries is on improving institutional quality.
In earlier studies, Hanuskek (1981) has showed no strong or systematic relationship between school expenditures and student performance. Based on research findings, an increase of 60% on pupil spending, schools produce modest increases in achievement for all students in the core of academics area of mathematics and reading.
In this sense, it is stated that the quality in education involves structural changes in educational institutions (Gonard, Joumard and Price, 2007; Hanushek and Woessmann, 2008) . In other words, the success of educational outcome depends not on the amount of allocated financial resources, but primarily on the institutional characteristics that drive the educational process (Woessmann, 2003) .
The analysis to be develop in this study is based on the understanding of educational institutions and their correlation with the institutional differences that should be based on the conception presented by Acemoglu and Robinson (2012) in the construction of the institutional theory, drawn from the research they did about the origins of the power and its influence on the prosperity of a nation.
The research field of the new institutional economics is distant from old institutionalism concerns, more focused on the individual behavior and the organization performance, in which the transactions and the market role have relevant function. This orientation for the market takes it away from old institutionalism.
The neo institutionalist current has its landmark with the publications of Meyer & Rowan (1977) . The main difference of this approach lies in the influence of social constructivism, adopted as official perspective of the new institutionalism (Dimaggio and Powell, 1991) . Its main proponents affirm sharing a view of reality as socially constructed, and concentrated its efforts mainly on the analysis of organizations inserted in a sector, field or company (Fonseca, 2003; Ventura, 2004) .
Institutional theory wins space in organizational studies by providing ways to understand implicit standards and uniformity within the organizations. Consequently, it provides important contributions to the management of organizations, since the processes are the results not only of human action, but also of the interactions in the social and political context (Fachin and Mendonça, 2003) . Dacin, Goodstein & Scott (2002) argue that the institutional theory is an explanation for individual and organizational actions. Modern societies are structured by rules and standards that govern and restrict the actions of individuals, entities and companies in which people organize themselves, as already discussed in the autopoietic theory (Maturan and Varela, 1979) , in which it shows the clear difference between organization, understood as a set of relationships that occur among the components; and structure, which comprises the components and relationships that make up a particular unit, performing its organization. To make use of these rules and standards, formal or informal, the institutions reduce the risk of uncertainty, having more chances to ensure good coexistence and achieve the best possible social welfare.
For this study, institutions are seen using the concept established by North (1993) , such as the rules of the game in a society or, more formally, as humanly invented constraints that shape human interaction, organized under the scope of formalized and written rules and laws -formal institutions -and under a set of rules or conduct codes, formed within the society -informal institutions -aiming at ordering the interactions among individuals and between them and their respective organizational forms. As a result, these institutions create economic, social or political incentives in human exchanges.
In studies related to institutional theory, in most cases, a differentiation between institution and organization are made: if the institutions are the rules of the game, the organizations are the players (North, 1990, p. 13) . Organizations are composed by groups of individuals dedicated to any activity performed with a particular purpose.
According to the institutionalists, the organizations are inserted in an environment consisting of rules, beliefs and values, created and consolidated through social interaction. In this sense, its survival depends on the ability of meeting the shared guidelines collectively, whose permanent support contributes to the success of the implemented strategies and, consequently, to the full internal operation. Thus, under the same environmental constraints, the organizations also compete for the scope of institutional legitimacy, what makes its practice more homogeneous or isomorphic (Meyer and Rowan, 1992; Scott, 1987 Scott, , 1992 .
However, the tendency to homogenize does not invalidate the competitive demands, as many of the empirical research done based on this perspective seems to suggest. In analytical terms, "competitive and institutional processes are not necessarily opposite" (Dimaggio and Powell, 1991, p. 183) .
In this institutional point of view, Greve (2018) highlights that the organizational performance is linked to the ability of the organization to understand and manage the symbolic resources, through the rules and standards of conduct socially valued, which meet the expectations of the actors in the context in which they operate. The attention of the organization to these standards and values, socially constructed and introduced, guarantees its permanence and legitimacy in the environmental context, allowing it more access to material and economic resources (Scott, 1995) .
Thereby, the prescriptive approach of organizational analysis keeps prevailing, since organizations seek structural arrangements increasingly efficient (Hannam and Freeman, 1989) .
Therefore, for the effect of this study, the perspective of Acemoglu, Robinson and collaborators is adopted on institutional theory, based on the ideas of the new institutional economics (NEI), which had as one of the main concerns to show that the institutions of a country may be more or less favorable to economic development.
INSTITUTIONAL THEORY IN THE CONCEPTION OF ACEMOGLU & ROBINSON
The concept of institutional theory in the perspective of Acemoglu & Robinson (2012) had its origin in the studies conducted by North and Thomas (1973) , North (1982) , and North, Wallis and Weingast (1989) . The studies considered the institutional perspective as an inductor capable of causing an incentive structure for society.
In the view of North and Thomas (1973) , individuals should be encouraged to undertake socially desirable activities that add value in the creation of economic growth. However, any kind of economic growth -innovation, economy of scale, education, and capital accumulation -can only thrive in effective economic organizations, later called inclusive economic institutions (North, 1990; Engerman and Sokoloff, 1997; Robinson, 2000, 2002) . Denzau and North (1994) point out that, while a minority of companies shows economic institutions designed to provide property rights, equality of conditions and basic public goods for economic growth, most of which is structured to maximize the incomes of an elite and monopolize political power (North, 1982) .
In this sense, North, Wallis and Weingast (1989) advance in the discussion when seeking to understand the basic dynamics between the political and economic spheres of societies. The authors emphasize the importance of political institutions in the production of a property structure that maximizes the economic product of a society. In other words, only an efficient political system is able of producing an adequate structure of property that, when defined and guaranteed, efficient arrangements will take organizations and individuals to invest in productive economic activities, especially in the accumulation of capital and knowledge. The authors argue that the imperfection of the political market is based on the constitution of inefficient economic institutions (Boudreaux et al, 2019) .
In this line of thought, Acemoglu and Robinson (2012) propose a new perspective of institutional theory based on the concept of political and economic institutions as essential to explain why nations fail and thrive, whereas each society works with a set of economic and political rules created and enforced together by the State and by citizens (Acemoglu, Robinson and Johnson, 2000 , 2008 Acemoglu and Robinson, 2006 , 2008 , 2012 .
Economic institutions shape economic incentives: incentives to reach more education to make it possible to innovate and adopt new technologies. While the political process determines for which economic institutions the people will live, the political institutions dictate how this process works.
The economic and political institutions are classified by Acemoglu and Robinson (2012) as inclusive and extractive. Inclusive economic institutions are defined as those that enable and encourage participation of the great mass of population in economic activities that make the best possible use of their talents and skills, ensure private and intellectual property rights, and encourage the emergence of new companies, able to bring new technologies and economic opportunities not only for the elite, but also for a large portion of society. Meanwhile, the extractive economic institutions are characterized as opposite, by concentrated income into a privileged elite (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2012) .
The development of inclusive economic institutions, however, depends on the emergence of political institutions also inclusive. Acemoglu and Robinson (2012) state that the inclusive economic institutions are unable to support or be supported by extractive political institutions; or become extractive, favoring strict interests of power holders, or the own economic dynamics destabilizes the extractive political institutions and paves the way for the emergence of inclusive political institutions.
Buoyed by these concepts, inclusive political institutions can be conceptualized as those that promote plurality and political centralization, that is, serve a broad range of different interests and represent a broad range of political actors.
On the other hand, extractive political institutions are designed to protect the interests of a privileged elite and to restrict the political participation of a select group of allied actors in order to impose few restrictions on the power exercise of this elite .
On theoretical design of Acemoglu and Robinson (2012) , the policy determines the economy. Inclusive political organizations promote inclusive economic institutions because they stimulate innovation, ensuring property rights. However, extractive political institutions fear the technological innovation and the "creative destruction" caused by the inclusive economic institutions, since the wealth spread by the society may harm the foundations of political power concentrated in the hands of a few.
In this perspective, Acemoglu and Robinson (2012) point out that technological innovation is only feasible in the presence of inclusive political institutions, since power holders fear the innovation and the destabilizing impact of "creative destruction". This interaction between political and economic institutions determine the causes of prosperity or poverty of a society. Inclusive economic institutions, which ensure property rights, create equal conditions for all and encourage investments in new technologies and skills, have a better chance to lead to economic growth than the extractive, which are structured so that a few can extract many resources and are unable to protect the property rights or provide incentives for economic activity.
INSTITUTIONAL THEORY APPLIED TO THE EDUCATIONAL CONTEXT
To understand the relationship between the theoretical proposal of Acemoglu and Robinson (2012) and the educational system is necessary for the importance that education, as a fundamental area of knowledge for the development of a country, exerts on society. In this context, it is possible to affirm that the existence of a connection between the educational performance and the institutional factors, namely: respect for intellectual property rights, free markets, promotion of entrepreneurship, and education performance Hanushek and Woessmann, 2010; Wolf, 2004; Easterly and Levine, 2003) .
For example, when considering the correlation between institutional variables, educational outcomes, and economic performance, Lim and Adams-Kane (2009, p. 22) have concluded that "the efficiency of the institutions is central for learning and educational performance".
Recent controversial currents about the increase of expenditure on education show that, in order to reduce the inequality of educational outcomes among countries, an increase in investment destined to education is no longer enough to guarantee an improvement in terms of educational quality (Levin and Naylor, 2007) .
For Gonard, Jourmard and Price (2007) , the advance in the education quality is given through structural changes in educational institutions. This implies that the efficiency of the institutional structure provides an impact on the education development, since it determines the use of resources and incentives present in human relations (Rajkumar and Swaroop, 2008) . In other words, the success of educational outcome does not depend primarily on the spent resources, but depend on the institutional characteristics along the educational process (Woessmann, 2003) .
There is a growing evidence that institutional factors of the educational system exert important effects in educational outcome (Bishop and Woessemann, 2004) . The institutional aspects that have been shown to influence considerably the student performance are the presence of standardized tests (Bishop, 1997 (Bishop, , 1999 ; centralization and political autonomy (Woessmann, 2003) ; unionization degree of the teacher (Hoxby, 1996) ; the influence of parents (ROUSE, 1998) ; and competition in the educational system (Hoxby, 1994 (Hoxby, , 2000 Rouse, 1998) .
One reason whereby the institutions exert crucial role in educational outcome may be that the public schools dominate the performance of basic education in a good share of the world. Supporting this subject, Ménard (2000) believes that the public system of education may not have the appropriate incentives to improve student performance or even reduce the expenses.
In this sense, it is consensus that the behavior of maximized performance in private sector is due to the market competition, imposing penalties on companies that fail to use their resources effectively.
However, for Bishop and Woessmann (2004) , the relative absence of competition in the educational market tends to weaken the incentives to improve quality while keeping low costs. Furthermore, in the public system of education, the ability of parents and students to ensure the education quality is limited by a series of obstacles, transferring to the Government, officials and teachers the responsibility for adequate quality control measure (Kahu and Nelson, 2017) .
In this context, Landsburg (1993, p. 3) summarizes "what most economists claim in four words: people respond to incentives." Therefore, to understand the economic forces present in the educational market, it is necessary to analyze the incentives that influence the different actors involved in the educational outcome, as well as the different institutional structures that create these incentives.
Generally, institutions are seen as constraints humanly invented, constituting the ground rules of a society (North, 1990) . Within the educational system, institutions influence the distribution of power in decision-making among the different involved actors. A group of institutions creates a system of property rights, such as rights to these actors use resources and limit the competition for resources. In other words, the institutions determine who is eligible to make decisions on the use of resources in different areas. Additionally, institutions define the provision of information in the system, as well as the rewards and penalties of the actors in response to their actions (Furubotn and Richter, 1997) . Therefore, institutions define and limit the set of possible choices of actors and thus form the prevailing incentive structure.
While institutions are the ground rules of a society, people who are players in this game act within a system of rules. Based on that the individual actors behave rationally, these seek to maximize their duties subject to the restrictions defined by the institutions. Therefore, the actors respond to the incentives created by the conjunction of determined institutions. For Bishop and Woessmann (2004) , the behavior of people involved in the educational process is reflected in their decisions about the allocation of resources among different functional categories (e.g. number and wages of teachers), as well as on the efficiency of the use of such resources, which, in turn, affects the educational outcome, measured by the performance of students.
Consequently, institutions influence the student performance through the creation of a system of rights that define the allocation of resources, establishing incentives to direct the behavior of actors in a particular direction. In the explanation of North (1994, p. 359 ) on the economic performance, "institutions form an incentive structure of a society, being the political and economic institutions, as a result, the underlying determinants of the economic performance". Based on this same consequence, the political and economic institutions are the underlying determinants of the educational performance (Hanushek and Woessmann, 2008; Bishop and Woessmann, 2004; Woessmann, 2003) .
Previous studies
In this point of discussion, it is valid to highlight that the international literature has evolved into the discussion of institutional effects, in the perspective of Acemoglu & Robinson, on the performance of educational institutions. Baciu (2012) analyzes the performance of 400 schools in Romania from the perspective of institutional efficiency, shown on Acemoglu and Robinson, providing ways to perform a comparative analysis between the education of Romania and the OECD countries.
It is used the methodology suggested by Gonard, Joumard and Price (2007), known as composite indicator for comparative analysis, with this indicator grouped into three dimensions: 1) ability to allocate resources efficiently -characterized by the decentralization capacity, i.e. have clearly defined responsibilities and direct resources to specific needs (teachers, public procurement); -2) efficiency in budget managementmarked by a focus on the budget outcome, i.e. meeting the established target and managerial autonomy, measured by the flexibility of wage changes of teachers and promotions, as well as the flexibility of the allocation of resources for schools; -3) market efficiency -indicated by the use of benchmarking, comparison of outcomes between schools and free choice of schools to establish their own policies.
The research data were achieved through the result compilation from the questionnaires applied in schools, using the algorithm. The main conclusion of the study is based on the knowledge that the educational outcome may not be interpreted outside the institutional context, confirming the gap between the education of Romania and the OECD countries.
This author suggests that low educational quality of Romania, in terms of cognitive skills and performance, is related to certain institutional characteristics of the educational system, as the lack of managerial and budgetary autonomy, the excessive centralization of political actors and the high level of corruption, which leads to inefficiency (Baciu, 2012) .
Hanushek and Woessmann (2010) performed a comparative analysis among developing countries, seeking to measure the impact of institutional factors, socioeconomic characteristics, and school resources on student performance. To this end, the statistical technique of multiple regression was used to assess this effect. As dependent variable, they opted for the outcome of the educational process, measured by notes from standardized international tests in the disciplines of mathematics, sciences and Portuguese.
The independent variables were socioeconomic characteristics from the chosen students, obtained through the family income and value in books that students have in their home, reached in the database of PIRLS dataset. The institutional factors included the teachers' autonomy, accompanying measures of studentteacher evaluation and budget management, as well as educational resources, which consisted in the size of the classroom, availability of didactic materials and school location. As a conclusion, the study confirms the results obtained from the research conducted in 2003, when Woessmann suggests strong influence of socioeconomic characteristics of the student and institutional factors on educational performance, while school resources showed low influence.
In the study performed by Lim and Adams-Kane (2009) , the authors seek to establish a link between the institutional quality and the effect on economic growth, considering the impact of education. To this end, they adopt the multiple regression method in a two-stage strategy. Initially, they seek to determine the Government effectiveness, estimating the production function of the national level of education, which includes institutional governance and inputs to schooling as covariates. Thereupon, they use the estimates of the first stage as human capital variables to make use of multiple regression from the income.
This method not only provides a new estimate of the impact of Government indicators in educational outcomes among countries, but also address the endogeneity concerns that arise when direct measures of education are used in such regressions. The authors demonstrate that the quality of the institutions is essential to learning and education, so that the Government role in the growth of a country operates primarily in establishing institutions that foster learning and the accumulation of human capital, reducing the absenteeism of teachers in schools, the amount of informal payments and corruption in schools.
Gonard, Joumard and Price (2007) present a set of indicators as a result of the experiences of OECD Member countries, which reflect institutional and political characteristics of educational systems, constructed from questionnaires answered by 26 countries that make up the entity. Such indicators provide a vision of the institutional structure of education both from elementary school and from the high school that can be used in the analysis of international differences in order to determine the efficiency of the educational public sector.
These authors group the indicators in three dimensions, each represented by two intermediate indicators: a) ability to prioritize and allocate resources efficiently, symbolized by the indicators that measure the decentralization ability of central Government in relation to local authorities and to the correspondence in answer specific needs; b) efficiency in the management of expenses, translated by the public school system's ability to focus on the results and managerial autonomy of schools; c) efficiency in the provision of services, represented by the benchmarking indicators, i.e. by identifying best practices and inefficiencies in the schools, with the aim of stimulating competition among schools, as well as by user choice indicator, measured by the ability of students to choose their own schools.
This study brings great contribution to the efficiency analysis of educational institutions, by providing indicators that allow assessing the institutional and political characteristics of the educational system of a country. Woessmann (2003) estimates the effect of family background, resources and institutional characteristics in student performance in mathematics and sciences, using a database of over 260,000 students from 39 countries. To this end, the method of multiple regression was used, with the student's educational performance as dependent variable, related to family background variables, evaluated by means of standard questionnaire; resources, measured by a specific test of evaluation, which includes expenses by students, classroom size and attributes relevant to the teacher; and characteristics of the institutions, through measures of documentary research in accordance with the following categories: distribution of responsibility between school and administration, distribution of responsibility in different administrative levels, the teacher's influence, influence of parents on school and incentives to students, measured by their study time in schools.
The author demonstrates that the differences in the incentives of the institutional structure, determined by the characteristics of the educational system institutions, imply strongly in the student performance. It was also found a strong positive correlation between the family background and the student performance. However, the result of students cannot be attributed to the amount of resources offered by the educational system.
Thereby, in addition to the concern of many studies to investigate the role of the family background and the amount of resources on student performance, this study brings an important contribution when it concludes that international differences in institutional arrangements of the educational system from surveyed countries make it possible to understand the differences of the student performance (Woessmann, 2003) .
Among the reviewed studies, there is a link between the institutional factors and the educational institutions, denoting that the educational performance is a result of political and economic incentives present in these institutions.
FINAL CONSIDERATIONS
The purpose of this study was to understand the institutional relations within education system, based on institutional theory in the perspective of Acemoglu & Robinson (2012) . Theoretical support presented the main conceptual elements to narrow the object of research, especially the relationship between institutional factors and educational outcome. The incipient literature on the related subject was noticeable, mainly as regards the presence of quantitative and qualitative parameters in the context of education.
The theoretical elements, resulting from the literature review, denoted that the quality of the institutions is essential to learning and education, since these institutions influence the student performance. Thus, it is suggested that the dominant political actors of a country establish institutions that encourage learning, accumulation of human capital and the combat of corruption in schools, in order to keep advances in educational quality of countries. The research allows to affirm that people respond to incentives, however, the partly absence of competition in the educational market may weaken incentives to improve the quality or even reduce expenses. Thereby, it is crucial to understand the political and economic forces in the educational market to analyze the incentives that influence the different actors involved in the educational outcome, as well as the institutional structures that create these incentives.
As future perspective for the present study, it can be considered the use of quantitative methods that allow analyzing empirically the reality of a region or school. Allied to this, the inclusion of variables that make it possible to identify the influence of family background, race, institutional factors, among others in the educational outcome of students. This suggestion comes from the studies of Camps and Engerman (2012), when analyzed the impact of race in Latin American education quality. For the authors, the income inequality found in the 21st century and the racial structure present in the countries of Latin America strongly influence the formation of human capital.
